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Abstract 11 

Measuring adherence to EAT-Lancet recommendations for healthy and sustainable diets is 12 

challenging, leading to diverse methods and a lack of consensus on standardized metrics. 13 

Available indices vary mainly in scoring systems, food components, units, energy 14 

adjustments, and cut-off points. We aimed to evaluate and compare the measurement 15 

performance of six dietary indices for assessing adherence to EAT-Lancet reference diet. 16 

Food consumption data of 1,723 adults were obtained from the French Third Individual and 17 

National Study on Food Consumption Survey (INCA3, 2014-2015). Sociodemographic, 18 

nutritional, and environmental data were used to assess the validity and reliability of dietary 19 

indices. Results showed that the four indices assessing their food components with 20 

quantitative scoring captured dietary variability, were less dependent on energy intake and 21 

converged to a large extent with nutritional indicators. While the two binary indices showed a 22 

stronger correlation with environmental indicators, one quantitative index converged with 23 

both domains. Indices had valid unidimensional structures, meaning that the combination of 24 



2 

 

food components within each index accurately reflects the same construct and supporting the 25 

use of total scores. Furthermore, the indices differed between sociodemographic groups, 26 

demonstrating concurrent criterion validity. Higher scores were associated with higher 27 

nutritional quality and lower environmental impact, but with unfavourable results for zinc 28 

intake, vitamin B12 and water use. A low concordance rate (from 32% to 43%) indicated that 29 

indices categorized individuals differently. Researchers must align study objectives with the 30 

applicability, assumptions, and functional significance of chosen indices. Indices using 31 

quantitative scoring allow a global understanding of dietary health and sustainability, being 32 

advantageous in precision-focused research, such as clinical trials or epidemiological 33 

research. Conversely, indices based on binary scoring offer a simplified perspective, being 34 

valuable tools for surveys, observational studies, and public health. Recognizing their 35 

strengths and limitations is crucial for a comprehensive assessment of diets and understanding 36 

their implications.  37 
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1. Introduction 38 

Currently, global policy agenda emphasizes nutritional strategies focused on supplying vital 39 

nutrients, reducing environmental impact, and advancing long-term sustainability [1]. 40 

Organizations such as the Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) and the World Health 41 

Organization (WHO) call for healthy and sustainable food patterns that are accessible, 42 

affordable, safe, equitable and culturally acceptable [2]. This issue aligns with the 17 United 43 

Nations' Sustainable Development Goals (SDG) targeting hunger eradication, improved 44 

nutrition, and food system sustainability [3]. However, meeting the goals of operating within 45 

planetary boundaries and promoting healthy diets remains a challenge. Planetary boundaries 46 

are essential environmental limits that must be respected to maintain the global balance and 47 

overall functioning of the Earth system, but current food systems, particularly food production 48 

practices, threaten these limits significantly [4]. Food systems include all the aspects of 49 

feeding and nourishing people, from production to consumption, involving multiple resources 50 

and their impact on nutrition, health, economy, society and environment [5]. Food systems 51 

contribute significantly to climate change with 34% of greenhouse gas emissions (GHGE) [6], 52 

70% of freshwater consumption, leading to resource depletion, and contribute to pollution, 53 

land use, and biodiversity loss [7]. 54 

To advance the achievement of the SDGs and Paris Climate Agreement commitments, the 55 

EAT-Lancet Commission introduced a planetary health diet in 2019 as a global standard for 56 

adults [7]. This reference diet, based on 2500 kcal per day for a 70 kg 30-year-old man or 60 57 

kg 30-year-old woman with moderate to high physical activity, sets ranges for specific food 58 

groups to promote healthy eating and sustainable food production. In this regard, the planetary 59 

health diet prioritizes the consumption of vegetables, fruits, legumes, whole grains, nuts and 60 

fish, while limiting the intake of red meat and tubers. It also promotes moderate consumption 61 

of eggs, poultry, and dairy products [7]. While this diet can serve as benchmarks, criticisms 62 
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include impracticality for poor settings, and its adult-focused targets may not apply directly to 63 

vulnerable groups [8]. 64 

Upon the release of the EAT-Lancet report, measuring adherence to the planetary health diet 65 

faced challenges, leading to diverse methods without consensus in their development [9]. 66 

Early instruments assess adherence using binary scoring (i.e., for each food component within 67 

the index, a score of 1 is assigned when meeting the recommendation and 0 for not meeting). 68 

Among these are the EAT-Lancet Diet Score (ELDS) and the Healthy and Sustainable Diet 69 

Index (HSDI), based on data from the United Kingdom and Mexico, respectively [10,11]. 70 

Although they are associated with health outcomes, the validity of both indices has not been 71 

explored. Recent indices have refined their designs by incorporating quantitative scoring, 72 

adjustments for energy intake, and interchangeability between food components. Among 73 

these, the World Index for Sustainability and Health (WISH) was developed using data from 74 

Vietnam and is positively associated with health indicators [12]. The Planetary Health Diet 75 

Index (PHDI), is based on data from a large Brazilian cohort and is related to cardiovascular, 76 

nutritional and environmental indicators [13-15]. Likewise, the EAT-Lancet Dietary Index 77 

(ELD-I), developed with data from France, shows a positive correlation with nutritional 78 

quality and a negative correlation with environmental impact [16]. Finally, the EAT-Lancet 79 

Index (ELI), developed with Swedish data, shows associations with reduced mortality and a 80 

lower risk of chronic diseases [17,18]. Despite notable progress in the development of these 81 

indices, there are still gaps on their validity, and they have not yet been comprehensively 82 

compared using data from the same sample. 83 

While efforts have been made to develop methods for measuring adherence to EAT-Lancet 84 

diet, further research is needed for the assessment of various measurement properties to 85 

ensure their validity and reliability [19,20]. Some indices like PHDI and ELD-I have 86 

undergone validation, but most have not reported their validity indicators. This is crucial 87 
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because many indices may lack representativity due to study design, participant 88 

characteristics, or sample size. Dietary indices, particularly those based on EAT-Lancet diet, 89 

require validation using nutritional and environmental indicators. When selecting a dietary 90 

index, aligning it with research goals, comprehending the scoring system, and ensuring a 91 

robust and unbiased validation process is crucial to enhance reliability in nutritional 92 

epidemiology [21]. 93 

In this context, the aim of this study was to assess and compare the measurement 94 

performance, focusing on the aspects of validity and reliability, of six dietary indices 95 

representing the EAT-Lancet reference diet using a national representative sample from 96 

France. 97 

2. Materials and methods 98 

2.1.  Population 99 

Data were extracted from the French Third Individual and National Study on Food 100 

Consumption Survey (INCA3). The INCA3 is a nationally representative cross-sectional 101 

survey conducted on 4,114 individuals in mainland France between February 2014 and 102 

September 2015. The methodology and study design of this survey are described in detail 103 

elsewhere [22]. In the present study, participants aged ≥ 18 years old were included and mis-104 

reporters were excluded, using the basal metabolic rate estimated using the Henry equation 105 

and the cut-off values proposed by Black [23,24]. Thus, the final sample contained 1,723 106 

adults (723 men and 1,000 women). The flow chart of study participants is detailed in 107 

Supplementary Material (Fig S1).  108 

The INCA3 study was carried out in accordance with the Declaration of Helsinki and received 109 

approval from the French Data Protection Authority (Decision DR 2013–228) on May 2, 110 

2013, following a favorable opinion from the Advisory Committee on Information Processing 111 
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in Health Research on January 30, 2013 (Opinion 13.055). Verbal informed consent was 112 

obtained from all participants before their voluntary inclusion in the study. Verbal consent 113 

was witnessed and formally recorded. 114 

2.2. Dietary data 115 

Dietary intake was assessed through three non-consecutive dietary recalls, two weekdays and 116 

one weekend, over a three weeks period. Participants were contacted by phone to declare all 117 

the foods and beverages they had consumed during the previous day using validated 118 

photographs of standard portion sizes in France [22]. The interview days were not disclosed to 119 

the participants to prevent them from predicting and adjusting their food intake. Energy and 120 

nutrient contents of foods were based on the 2016 database from the French Centre 121 

d'Information sur la Qualité des Aliments [25]. The traditional recipes or dishes containing 122 

various foods were disaggregated into their ingredients based on average recipes obtained 123 

from an existing recipe database [20], and on recipes sourced from the most popular cooking 124 

website in France (i.e., marmiton.org) [26]. The dietary data were used to calculate EAT-125 

Lancet adherence indices, nutritional quality and environmental scores for each individual 126 

from the INCA3. 127 

2.3. Estimation of indices of adherence to the EAT-Lancet Diet 128 

2.3.1. World Index for Sustainability and Health (WISH) 129 

The WISH is an index based on a quantitative scoring consisting of 13 food components [12]. 130 

Each food component is scored on a scale ranging from 0 (non-compliance) to 10 (full 131 

compliance) points, using reference values in grams based on both the healthiness and 132 

environmental sustainability of the food component. Subsequently, the scores for the food 133 

components are summed to calculate the total score, with the total score ranging from 0 to 130 134 

(the higher, the greater adherence to a healthy and sustainable diet). Concerning saturated fats 135 
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and added sugars, both components are scored using a binary scoring: 10 points if 136 

consumption is equal to or below the recommended intake and 0 points if it exceeds it. More 137 

information about the WISH index is available elsewhere [12]. 138 

2.3.2. Planetary Health Diet Index (PHDI) 139 

The PHDI is an index comprised of 16 food components that are scored using a quantitative 140 

system based on reference values expressed as ratios of energy intake [13]. Energy intake 141 

ratios are defined as the sum of calories from all foods in a food component divided by the 142 

total calories from all foods in the PHDI index (i.e., energy within a food component in the 143 

numerator, while the sum the energy of all foods included in the PHDI in the denominator). 144 

Each food component was categorized either in an adequacy component (nuts and peanuts, 145 

fruits, legumes, vegetables, and whole grain cereals), optimum component (eggs, dairy 146 

products, fish and seafood, tubers and potatoes, and vegetable oils), moderation component 147 

(red meat, chickens and substitutes, animal fats, and added sugars) or ratio component (dark 148 

green vegetables/total vegetables and red–orange vegetables/total vegetables). Adequacy, 149 

moderation and optimum components could score a maximum of 10 points, while the ratio 150 

ones could score a maximum of 5 points. The sum of these components results in a total score 151 

that ranges from 0 to 150 points. Higher scores indicate greater adherence to the EAT-Lancet 152 

diet. More information is available elsewhere [13]. 153 

2.3.3. EAT-Lancet Diet Index (ELD-I) 154 

The ELD-I index assesses the proximity of a diet to the EAT-Lancet reference for 14 food 155 

components using a quantitative scoring [16]. ELD-I calculations are adjusted by individual 156 

energy intake, with a reference of 2,500 kcal. Additionally, this index distinguishes between 157 

different food components, awarding positive scores when the consumption of recommended 158 

foods exceeds the reference and when the consumption of foods to limit is below it. 159 



8 

 

Conversely, it assigns negative scores when the consumption of recommended foods is below 160 

the reference and when the consumption of foods to limit exceeds the reference. As a result, 161 

ELD-I calculation yields a continuous unbounded score that can be either positive or negative. 162 

Higher scores reflect a greater alignment with the EAT-Lancet recommendations. More 163 

information about the development of ELD-I index is available elsewhere [16]. 164 

2.3.4. EAT-Lancet Index (ELI) 165 

The ELI index consists of 14 food components divided into two groups: 7 positive 166 

components or “emphasized foods” and 7 negative components or “limited foods” [17]. The 167 

alignment of dietary intake in grams per day (without adjustment on daily energy) with the 168 

EAT-Lancet recommendations is assessed using a scoring system based on a semi-169 

quantitative scale ranging from 0 (non-compliance) to 3 points (high compliance). As a result, 170 

the total scores of the ELI dietary index range from 0 to 42 points. More information about the 171 

ELI index, scoring criteria, and cut-offs points, is available elsewhere [17]. 172 

2.3.5. Healthy and Sustainable Diet Index (HSDI) 173 

The HSDI assesses the degree of compliance with EAT-Lancet recommendations through a 174 

binary scoring [11]. This index analyzes the percentage of energy intake from 13 food 175 

components (based on a daily energy of 2,500kcal), assigning one point when the 176 

recommended energy percentage is met and zero points otherwise. The food components are 177 

then summed, resulting in a scale ranging from 0 to 13 points, where a higher score reflects 178 

greater adherence to EAT-Lancet recommendations. More information about the HSDI index 179 

is available elsewhere [11]. 180 

2.3.6. EAT-Lancet Diet Score (ELDS) 181 

The ELDS index consists of 14 food components and relies on a binary scoring [10]. One 182 

point is assigned to each component for meeting each of the recommended intakes in terms of 183 



9 

 

grams per day without energy adjustment. The sum of all components results in a total score 184 

that ranges from 0 to 14 points. Higher scores indicate a greater level of adherence to the 185 

EAT-Lancet recommendations. More information about the development of ELDS index, 186 

scoring criteria, and cut-offs points, is available elsewhere [10]. 187 

Table 1 displays the correspondences between the food components and the reference values 188 

for the six indices based on EAT-Lancet recommendations. Supplementary Material lists the 189 

food items, scoring criteria, and cut-offs points that were considered in each food component.190 
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 Note. WISH = World Index for Sustainability and Health; PHDI = Planetary Health Diet Index; ELD-I = EAT-Lancet Diet Index; ELI = EAT-Lancet index; HSDI = Healthy 191 

and Sustainable Diet Index; ELDS = EAT-Lancet Diet Score; a = values expressed as g/d; b = values expressed as caloric percentage from the reference diet proposed by the 192 

EAT-Lancet Commission; DGV/total ratio = ratio between the energy intake of dark green vegetables and the total of vegetables; ReV/total ratio = ratio between the energy 193 

intake of red and orange vegetables  and the total of vegetables. The reference intervals, applicable to certain indexes in their calculations, are presented within parentheses.194 

Table 1. Equivalences between the food components of the indices based on the EAT-Lancet recommendations and their scoring 
standards. 

Quantitative scoring Semi-quantitative 
scoring Binary scoring 

WISH a 
from 0 to 130 

13 food components 

PHDI b 
from 0 to 150 

16 food components 

ELD-I a 
from -∞ to +∞ 

14 food components 

ELI a 
from 0 to 42 

14 food components 

HSDI b 
from 0 to 13 

13 food components 

ELDS a 
from 0 to 14 

14 food components 
Whole grains ≥125 (100-150) Whole cereals ≥32.4 Whole grains ≤464 Whole grains 232 Whole grains ≥32.44 Whole grains ≤464 

— 
Tubers and 
potatoes 

1.6 (0-3.1) 
Potatoes and 
tuber 

≤100 Potatoes 50 (0-100) 
Tubers or 
starchy 
vegetables 

≤1.56 
Tubers and starchy 
vegetables 

≤100 

Vegetables 300 (200-600) Vegetables ≥3.1 Vegetables ≥200 Vegetables 300 (200-600) Vegetables ≥3.12 Vegetables ≥200 
Fruits 200 (100-300) Fruits ≥5.0 Fruits ≥100 Fruits 200 (100-300) Fruits ≥5.02 Fruits ≥100 
Dairy foods 250 (0-500) Dairy 6.1 (0-12.2) Dairy foods ≤500 Dairy 250 (0-500) Milk and dairy ≤6.12 Dairy foods ≤500 

Red meat 14 (0–28) Red meat 0 (0-2.4) Beef, lamb, pork ≤28 
Beef and 
lamb 

7 (0-14) 
Beef and pork ≤0.64 Beef, lamb, pork ≤28 

Pork 7 (0-14) 
Chicken and 
other poultry 

29 (0-58) 
Chicken and 
substitutes 

0 (0-5.0) 
Chicken and 
poultry 

≤58 Poultry 29 (0-58) 
Chicken and 
other poultry  

≤2.48 
Chicken, other 
poultry 

≤58 

Eggs 13 (0-25) Eggs 0.8 (0-1.5) Eggs ≤25 Eggs 13 (0-25) Eggs ≤1.00 Eggs ≤25 
Fish 28 (0-100) Fish and seafood 1.6 (0-5.7) Fish ≤100 Fish 28 (0-100) Fish and seafood ≤1.60 Fish ≤100 

Legumes 75 (0-100) Legumes ≥11.3 Legumes ≤100 Legumes 75 (0-150) Legumes, 
soybeans and 
tree nuts 

≥23.0 

Dry beans, lentils, 
peas 

≤100 

Nuts 50 (0-75) 
Nuts and 
peanuts 

≥11.6 Nuts ≥25 Nuts 50 (0-100) Peanuts or tree nuts ≥25 

Unsaturated 
oils 

40 (20-80) Vegetable oils 16.5 (0-30.7) Unsaturated oils ≤80 
Unsaturated 
oils 

40 (20-80) Unsaturated fats ≥14.16 
Added fats 0.8 

Saturated oils 11.8 (0-11.8) Animal fats 0 (0-1.4) Saturated oils ≤11.8   Saturated fats ≤3.84 
Added sugars 31 (0-31) Added sugars 0 (0-4.8) Added sugars ≤31 Added sugar 31 (0-31) Added sugars ≤5.00 Added sugar ≤31 

— DGV/total ratio 29 (0-100) — — — — 
— ReV/total ratio 38.5 (0-100) — — — — 
— — — — — Soy foods ≤50 
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2.4.Nutritional quality assessments 195 

2.4.1. Assessment of nutrient adequacy 196 

The PANDiet quality index, used for evaluating nutritional adequacy [27], is a comprehensive 197 

measure assessing the probability of meeting recommended intake levels for 33 nutrients. 198 

Comprising two sub-scores – "adequacy" and "moderation" – the former involves averaging 199 

the probabilities for 27 nutrients, while the latter averages probabilities for 6 nutrients to be 200 

kept within upper limits. Nutrients for adequacy sub-score include proteins, total 201 

carbohydrates, dietary fibre, total fats, 4 essential fatty acids, 11 vitamins, and 10 minerals. In 202 

contrast, moderation sub-score focuses on limiting intake of proteins, total carbohydrates, 203 

total sugars, total fats, saturated fatty acids, and sodium. Each sub-score undergoes 204 

multiplication by 100, followed by the calculation of their average. This process yields the 205 

total PANDiet score, which ranges from 0 to 100. The PANDiet metrics are expressed as 206 

likelihood of adequacy, with higher scores implying superior diet quality and greater nutrient 207 

adequacy. The dietary reference values used to calculate PANDiet were based on guidelines 208 

issued by the French Agency for Food, Environmental and Occupational Health and Safety 209 

(ANSES) (see Supplementary Material, Table S7). 210 

2.4.2. Global Diet Quality Score (GDQS) 211 

The GDQS is a recently developed score designed to assess diet quality based on 25 food 212 

categories considered critical for nutrient supply and chronic disease risk reduction [28]. This 213 

score is composed of 16 healthy food components (higher intake results in a higher score), 7 214 

unhealthy food components (higher intake results in a lower score), and 2 food components 215 

considered unhealthy when consumed in excess (resulting in a score of 0 for both insufficient 216 

and excessive intake). The total GDQS score is calculated by adding up the points assigned to 217 

the 25 food components, and ranges from 0 to 49 points. It is further divided down into two 218 
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sub-scores: GDQS+, which reflects the sum of the healthy food components with a range 219 

between 0 and 32, and GDQS-, which is based on the unhealthy or over-consumed food 220 

components, with a score ranging from 0 to 17. 221 

2.4.3. Comprehensive Diet Quality Index (cDQI) 222 

The cDQI discriminates between the intake of plant and animal food components considered 223 

beneficial or detrimental to health [29]. The cDQI is composed of 11 components of plant-224 

based foods (pDQI) and 6 components of animal-based foods (aDQI). Healthy foods receive 225 

positive scores, in contrast to unhealthy foods that receive negative scores. The total cDQI 226 

score ranges from 0 to 85. 227 

2.4.4. Dietary Inflammatory Index (DII) 228 

The DII was used to assess the inflammatory potential of the diet [30]. The DII was developed 229 

following an extensive literature review that identified 45 dietary parameters (foods or 230 

nutrients) associated with six inflammatory biomarkers: interleukin (IL)-1β, IL-4, IL-6, IL-10, 231 

tumour necrosis factor (TNF)-α, and C-reactive protein. In this study, a total of 34 out of the 232 

possible dietary parameters were used to calculate the DII. The computation includes 233 

comparing dietary intake with the global standard, calculating Z-scores, converting them to 234 

centred proportions, multiplying by inflammatory effect scores for each parameter, and 235 

summing to get the total DII score (i.e., a higher DII indicates a more proinflammatory diet) 236 

[31]. The specific steps for the calculation are available in Supplementary Material. 237 

2.4.5. Composite Dietary Antioxidant Index (CDAI) 238 

The CDAI was calculated with the aim of assessing the overall exposure to dietary 239 

antioxidants [32]. The CDAI is a score that integrates various dietary antioxidants, including 240 

vitamins A, C, and E, manganese, selenium, and zinc, and it reflects an individual's dietary 241 

antioxidant profile. To obtain the CDAI, each of these six dietary antioxidants was 242 
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standardized by subtracting the sex-specific mean and dividing by the sex-specific standard 243 

deviation, and then they were summed up. The higher the CDAI, the greater the 244 

bioavailability of antioxidants in the diet, suggesting a potentially higher level of defence 245 

against oxidative stress and health protection [33]. 246 

2.5. Environmental data 247 

The analysis of environmental impact was carried out using the Agribalyse 3.1.1 database, 248 

which was developed by the French Agency for the Environment and Energy Management 249 

[34]. Agribalyse 3.1.1 provides reference data on the environmental impacts of agricultural 250 

and food products through a database constructed using the Life Cycle Assessment 251 

methodology, considering different stages of the food chain. In the current study, the 252 

aggregated score product environmental footprint (PEF) and the following 14 metrics were 253 

used: greenhouse gas emissions (kg CO2 eq), exposure ionizing radiation (kg U235 eq), 254 

photochemical ozone formation (kg NMVOC eq), ozone depletion (Freon-11), emission of 255 

particulate matter in change (mortality due to particulate matter emissions), acidification (mol 256 

H+ eq), terrestrial eutrophication (mol N eq), freshwater eutrophication (kg P eq), marine 257 

eutrophication (kg N eq), freshwater ecotoxicity in (CTUe), water use (m3 world eq), land use 258 

(loss of soil organic matter content in kg carbon deficit), fossils resource use (MJ), metals and 259 

minerals resource use (kg Sb eq). The complete methodology of Agribalyse 3.1.1 is explained 260 

elsewhere [35]. 261 

2.6. Other data 262 

Sociodemographic variables included sex (woman or man), age group (18–44 years, 45–64 263 

years, or 65–79 years), educational level (primary and middle school, high school, 1 to 3 years 264 

of post-secondary education, or ≥4 years of post-secondary education), income per 265 

consumption unit (< €900/month/CU, €900–€1340/month/CU, €1340–€1850/month/CU, or ≥ 266 
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€1850/month/CU), weight status according to WHO body mass index categories 267 

(underweight, normal, overweight, obesity, and morbid obesity), smoking habit (smoker or 268 

non-smoker), and level of physical activity assessed by an adapted version of the Recent 269 

Physical Activity Questionnaire (categorized as low, moderate, or high) [22,36]. Additionally, 270 

the ratio between PANDiet score and PEF was calculated to combine both nutritional 271 

adequacy and global environmental indicator into a single indicator. 272 

2.7. Statistical analysis 273 

Statistical analyses were performed using Stata (version 18, StataCorp, College Station, TX, 274 

USA) and the threshold for statistical significance was p�<�0.05. The weighting factors 275 

supplied within the INCA3 survey were employed in the analyses to address the complex 276 

survey design and to guarantee national representativeness [22]. Mean and standard deviation 277 

(SD) were calculated for numerical variables, and percentages for categorical ones. Q-Q plot 278 

and Kernel density histograms were used to assess the distribution of the indices against 279 

normal distribution. Correlation coefficients were interpreted following established 280 

guidelines, where coefficients below 0.2, between 0.2 and 0.39, 0.4 and 0.59, 0.6 and 0.79, 281 

and 0.8 to 1 indicate very weak, weak, moderate, strong, and very strong associations, 282 

respectively [37]. 283 

2.7.1. Assessment of reliability and structure validity of indices 284 

To assess homogeneity of food components within each score, correlations between them 285 

(i.e., inter-component correlations) were calculated using different methods according to the 286 

data to test how each food component behaves individually with respect to the others. 287 

Pearson’s correlation was used for quantitative indices, polychoric correlation for those using 288 

a semi-quantitative scale, and tetrachoric correlation for dichotomous data. Also, Pearson's 289 

correlation and point-biserial correlation were used to calculate the relationships between each 290 
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component and the total score (i.e., component-total correlations), with values above 0.80 291 

considered as redundant. 292 

Internal consistency reliability is a measure of the extent to which the food components in a 293 

dietary index measure the same underlying construct. The internal consistency reliability was 294 

assessed by calculating Guttman's lambda (λ) coefficients. These coefficients encompass six 295 

measures (λ1-λ6) based on the analysis of the total variance of the index, the variance of each 296 

of its components, and the covariance between them. Briefly, to calculate each λ coefficient, 297 

the three parameters are set differently, such as summing the variance or computing the 298 

variance on a per-component basis, and different adjustments are applied, considering factors 299 

like the number of food components [38]. Special attention is focused on λ4, which represents 300 

the maximum split-half reliability and measures how all parts of an instrument contribute 301 

equally to what is being measured. 302 

Structural equation modelling (SEM) was used to test the structural validity of the indices. 303 

Maximum likelihood estimation was adopted to determine the model fit when predicting the 304 

correlations among food components (observed variables) through a single underlying 305 

continuous latent variable (total index score). Recommended goodness-of-fit indices were 306 

calculated: Chi-square to degree of freedom ratio (χ2/df), root mean square error of 307 

approximation (RMSEA), comparative fit index (CFI), standardised root mean square residual 308 

(SRMR), coefficient of determination (CD). For HSDI and ELDS, generalised structural 309 

equation modelling (GSEM) was used, as they are based on a binary scoring, thus goodness-310 

of-fit indices could not be calculated. 311 

2.7.2. Index variability and relationship with total energy intake 312 

The percentile distribution, ranging from the 1st to the 99th percentile, was computed for the 313 

six indices to assess their ability to capture dietary variability, which is crucial for nutritional 314 
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metrics as it indicates sensitivity to detect sufficient data variation [19]. Likewise, Pearson’s 315 

coefficients were calculated between the indices and total energy intake (TEI) to test if these 316 

are independent of the TEI. 317 

2.7.3. Examination of concordance between indices 318 

Furthermore, the degree of concordance among indices was analysed [39]. For this, we 319 

determined the proportion of participants classified in the same quintile, the adjacent quintile, 320 

and the opposite extreme quintile in relation to the indices based on the total score. Quartiles 321 

were employed instead of quintiles for binary indices due to the limited range of variation in 322 

total scores, which can result in imbalanced categories. Alluvial diagrams were used to 323 

visualize transitions between quintiles/quartiles. Additionally, Fleiss’ kappa (κ) coefficients 324 

were calculated, with a score of 1 indicating perfect concordance, while a score close to 0 325 

suggests poor concordance between the indices. The κ coefficients were interpreted as 326 

follows: <0.00 as poor; 0.00-0.20 as slight; 0.21-0.40 as fair; 0.41-0.60 as moderate; 0.61-0.80 327 

as substantial, and 0.81-1.0 as almost perfect concordance [40]. 328 

2.7.4. Analyses of indices according to sociodemographic variables 329 

Comparing different demographic groups with known differences allows for the evaluation of 330 

concurrent criterion validity (i.e., measurement performance when assessed against an 331 

external criterion) [19]. Therefore, the means of the total scores were compared across 332 

different sociodemographic groups using analysis of covariance (ANCOVA). Additionally, 333 

the Jonckheere-Terpstra trend test was conducted to examine the trend of the indices across 334 

demographic groups. 335 

2.7.5. Analysis of convergent validity using validated nutritional quality and 336 

environmental indicators 337 
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Measures related to a particular phenomenon are expected to be highly correlated, suggesting 338 

that they converge and are measuring the same underlying construct [20]. Therefore, since the 339 

six indices based on the EAT-Lancet recommendations have been proposed as a measure of 340 

healthy and sustainable diets, correlations with nutritional and environmental indicators were 341 

analysed by calculating Spearman's coefficients (ρ).  342 

2.7.6. Analysis of trends across quintiles 343 

A series of analyses of variance (ANOVA) were used to test the means of PANDiet and 344 

environmental impact indicators among quintiles/quartiles of the six indices. ANOVA effect 345 

sizes were expressed as partial eta-squared coefficients (η²) to describe the proportion of the 346 

total variation of score that can be attributed to each variable. The η2 cut-off points were as 347 

follows: 0.01 (small effect), 0.06 (moderate effect), and 0.14 (large effect).  Trends were 348 

assessed using the Jonckheere-Terpstra test. Violin plots were used to visually illustrate the 349 

differences in PEF and PANDiet between the lowest and the highest quintiles/quartiles. 350 

3. Results 351 

3.1. Descriptive characteristics 352 

The six indices presented a normal distribution (see Fig S2 in Supplementary Material). As 353 

for the WISH index, the score ranged from 2 to 97 points, with a mean of 40.42 points (SD = 354 

15.50). Differences were observed in the scores for the food components (Fig 1). In particular, 355 

the chicken and other poultry, dairy foods and eggs food components obtained mean scores 356 

above five points. In contrast, whole grains, unsaturated oils, nuts and legumes were the 357 

groups with the lowest scores, all with means below one point. 358 

Regarding the PHDI index, the mean total score was 34.78 points (SD = 11.53), within a 359 

range that varied between 2.89 and 78.60 The food components that obtained the highest 360 

scores were vegetables, fruits, vegetable oils, and chicken and substitutes, while the red meat, 361 
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legumes, animal fats, whole cereals, tubers and potatoes, and added sugars components 362 

showed scores below one point (Fig 1). 363 

Fig 1. Mean Scores of the food components of EAT-Lancet-Based Indices in the French 364 

Third Individual and National Study on Food Consumption Survey (INCA3, n = 1,723). 365 

Regarding the ELD-I index, the mean for the total score was -3.18 points (SD = 33.72), 366 

ranging between -113.11 and 104.55 points. The food components with the highest scores 367 

were unsaturated oils, whole grains, legumes, fish and fruits, while the lowest scores were for 368 

beef, lamb and pork, saturated oils, added sugars, nuts and eggs, all with negative scores (Fig 369 

1). 370 

In relation to the ELI index, the total score ranged from 7 to 32 points, with a mean of 18.11 371 

(SD = 4.04). The food components with the highest scores were poultry, potatoes, dairy and 372 

added sugars, while whole grains, nuts, legumes, unsaturated oils, beef, and lamb and pork 373 

registered lower scores (Fig 1). 374 

On the other hand, the indices based on a binary scoring showed a dissimilar behaviour. In 375 

this sense, the HSDI had a mean of 3.93 points (SD = 1.62) in a range that varied between 0 376 

and 10 points. The components with the highest proportion of participants meeting the 377 

recommendations were fish and seafood, vegetables and chicken and other poultry, with over 378 

50% compliance (Fig 2). In contrast, less than 1% of participants met the target intake for 379 

legumes, soybeans and tree nuts, and whole grain foods. For the ELDS, the mean was 8.10 380 

points (SD = 1.49, range = 4 to 12), with dry beans, lentils and peas, soy foods, dairy foods, 381 

and fish being the groups with the highest target compliance (Fig 2). Conversely, peanuts and 382 

tree nuts, added fats and beef, lamb and pork were less compliant. 383 
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Fig 2. Proportion of participants adhering to EAT-Lancet Recommendations through 384 

binary indices in the French Third Individual and National Study on Food Consumption 385 

Survey (INCA3, n = 1,723). 386 

3.2. Reliability and structural validity 387 

ELD-I was the index with the highest λ coefficients, mainly for split-half reliability (λ4 = 388 

0.57), followed by WISH (λ4 = 0.47), ELI (λ4 = 0.47) and PHDI (λ4 = 0.46). Conversely, the 389 

ELDS index had the lowest λ coefficients. Moreover, all inter-component correlations were 390 

below 0.80, suggesting an absence of redundancy. Further, all items contributed significantly 391 

to the total score as the component-total correlations were statistically significant, with the 392 

exception of chicken and poultry from the ELD-I, legumes from the HSDI, and soy foods 393 

from the ELDS. Curves with λ coefficients and correlation matrices are presented in 394 

Supplementary Material (Fig S3 and Tables S11-S16). 395 

SEM models confirmed the unidimensional structural validity of the WISH, PHDI, ELD-I, 396 

and ELI indices (Table 2). Although the indices showed a similar fit profile, the PHDI and 397 

ELD-I were the most robust in explaining the data variability (CD = 0.568 and 0.466, 398 

respectively) and had high incremental indices (CFI > 0.90). Because HSDI and ELDS are 399 

composed of dichotomous items, they were modelled by GSEM, which confirmed their 400 

unidimensional structure (results not shown). 401 

Table 2. Fit indices for Confirmatory Factor Analysis 
  Expected values WISH PHDI ELD-I ELI 

χ2/df 2.50 1.65 1.77 2.34 1.60 
RMSEA <0.08 0.019 0.021 0.028 0.019 
CFI ≥0.90 0.922 0.904 0.911 0.928 
SRMR <0.05 0.025 0.027 0.028 0.023 
CD The higher, the better 0.323 0.568 0.466 0.364 
Note. χ2/df: Chi-square to degree of freedom ratio; RMSEA: Root Mean Square Error of 402 

Approximation; CFI: Comparative Fit Index; SRMR: Standardized Root Mean Square Residual; CD: 403 

the higher, the better. 404 

3.3.  Capture of diet variability and energy independence 405 
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ELD-I presented the greatest difference in scores between the 1st percentile (-84.01) versus 406 

the 99th percentile (74.72), followed by WISH (6.92 vs. 75.44) and PHDI (10.31 vs. 63.62). 407 

HSDI and ELDS showed the lowest change across percentiles (Supplementary Material Fig 408 

S4). In addition, the correlation of the indices with total energy intake was analysed. Total 409 

energy intake showed significant but negligible correlations with ELD-I (r = -0.08) and PHDI 410 

(r = -0.09). Regarding the other indices, correlations with energy intake were low (p < 411 

0.0001): for HSDI r = -0.23, for WISH r = -0.25, for ELI r = -0.28, and for ELDS r = -0.30. 412 

More details are available in Table S17 (Supplementary Material). 413 

3.4. Inter-index concordance 414 

The alluvial plots in Fig 3 show the concordance among the indices. Total concordance (i.e., 415 

individuals classified in the same quintile/quartile) was below 50% for all paired comparisons. 416 

Moreover, between 23 and 28% of the participants were classified in adjacent 417 

quintiles/quartiles. The classification percentages in the opposite extreme quintile/quartile 418 

ranged from 1 to 7.5 %. Moreover, κ coefficients indicated slight or fair concordance between 419 

the indices (Fig 3). 420 

Fig 3. Inter-index concordance among EAT-Lancet-Based Indices quintiles/quartiles in 421 

the French Third Individual and National Study on Food Consumption Survey (INCA3, 422 

n = 1,723). Proportion of participants classified in the same quintile/quartile (total 423 

concordance), the adjacent quintile/quartile, and the opposite extreme quintile/quartile. KF = 424 

Fleiss's kappa. 425 

3.4.1. Concurrent-criterion validity 426 

According to ANCOVA models (Table 3), women had significantly higher means in WISH, 427 

ELI, PHDI, and ELDS scores than men. In addition, older age groups scored higher on all 428 

indices. On the other hand, the means in PHDI, ELD-I and ELI were significantly different 429 
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according to educational level, with those with higher level having a higher mean score than 430 

those with lower formal education. Likewise, those individuals with higher income had higher 431 

scores in all indices, with the exception of HSDI. Regarding weight status, individuals in the 432 

lower BMI groups had higher scores, however, the trend was only confirmed for ELD-I and 433 

ELI. Conversely, non-smokers have higher means of WISH, ELD-I, and ELI. The level of 434 

physical activity was only related to the WISH and ELD-I indices. Values for means and 435 

standard deviations are available in Table S18 (Supplementary Material).  436 

Table 3. Association between each EAT-Lancet indices and sociodemographic characteristics in 
adults form the French Third Individual and National Study on Food Consumption Survey 
(INCA3). 

WISH PHDI ELD-I ELI HSDI ELDS 
Sex       

Women 41.49 (15.50) 37.16 (11.39) -1.37 (35.32) 18.72 (3.94) 3.94 (1.65) 8.34 (1.46) 
Men 39.34 (15.45) 36.47 (12.18) -5.01 (31.94) 17.48 (4.05) 3.92 (1.59) 7.85 (1.47) 
F 7.88 4.45 0.69 25.09 0.67 45.04 
p-value 0.0051 0.0351 0.4059 <0.0001 0.4129 <0.0001 
p-for-trend n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

Age       
18-44 years-old 35.61 (14.82) 33.99 (11.62) -9.75 (31.56) 16.95 (4.00) 3.61 (1.58) 7.78 (1.46) 
45-64 years-old 42.49 (14.85) 38.64 (11.32) -1.59 (35.26) 18.82 (3.83) 4.12 (1.64) 8.22 (1.46) 
≥ 65 years-old 48.93 (14.01) 40.54 (11.46) 10.99 (31.26) 19.72 (3.68) 4.39 (1.50) 8.69 (1.38) 
F 49.36 30.65 26.70 49.26 13.8 25.44 
p-value <0.0001 <0.0001 <0.0001 <0.0001 <0.0001 <0.0001 
p-for-trend <0.0001 <0.0001 <0.0001 <0.0001 <0.0001 <0.0001 

Education       
Primary and middle school 41.89 (14.86) 36.91 (11.74) -3.75 (34.59) 18.17 (3.84) 4.08 (1.64) 8.12 (1.40) 
High school 37.13 (16.44) 33.94 (11.48) -11.04 (34.68) 17.10 (3.97) 3.69 (1.66) 7.83 (1.61) 
1 to 3 years of post-
secondary education 

40.64 (16.65) 38.48 (12.33) 1.92 (32.24) 18.66 (4.49) 3.94 (1.55) 8.11 (1.60) 

≥ 4 years of post-
secondary education 39.65 (14.55) 37.75 (11.22) 0.93 (30.41) 18.37 (3.99) 3.78 (1.54) 8.29 (1.42) 

F 1.37 7.01 4.24 5.71 0.82 2.34 
p-value 0.2501 0.0001 0.0054 0.0007 0.4815 0.0714 
p-for-trend 0.5636 0.0003 0.0042 0.0076 0.5076 0.0008 

Monthly income a       
<900 €/month/CU 37.47 (14.28) 34.89 (12.54) -13.23 (32.10) 17.28 (3.85) 3.94 (1.68) 7.71 (1.53) 
900-1,340 €/month/CU 40.07 (15.82) 35.33 (11.69) -2.85 (37.25) 17.99 (4.00) 3.81 (1.67) 8.12 (1.32) 
1,340-1,850 €/month/CU 41.89 (16.05) 37.83 (12.52) 0.99 (33.54) 18.65 (4.07) 3.99 (1.56) 8.20 (1.52) 
≥ 1,850 €/month/CU 42.02 (15.51) 38.46 (10.54) 0.88 (30.80) 18.56 (4.02) 4.01 (1.59) 8.33 (1.49) 
F 3.2 3.52 6.83 2.94 1.30 6.86 
p-value 0.0225 0.0146 0.0001 0.0322 0.2729 0.0001 
p-for-trend <0.0001 <0.0001 0.0002 <0.0001 0.0748 <0.0001 

Weight status       
Underweight 33.96 (17.36) 32.15 (14.44) -17.92 (40.94) 16.22 (5.39) 3.29 (1.52) 7.41 (1.64) 
Normal 39.42 (15.72) 36.07 (12.04) -0.83 (31.88) 18.30 (4.22) 3.86 (1.62) 8.12 (1.53) 
Overweight 42.68 (15.11) 38.47 (11.17) -3.24 (33.47) 18.26 (3.63) 4.10 (1.58) 8.19 (1.41) 
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Obesity 40.17 (13.90) 37.19 (11.41) -9.43 (38.20) 17.58 (3.87) 3.90 (1.76) 8.01 (1.38) 
Morbid obesity 38.51 (15.97) 37.53 (10.55) -1.31 (34.31) 17.37 (3.70) 4.02 (1.57) 7.85 (1.65) 
F 4.77 2.78 5.95 7.92 3.30 4.20 
p-value 0.0008 0.0256 0.0001 <0.0001 0.0105 0.0022 
p-for-trend 0.7019 0.7524 0.0853 0.0180 0.1508 0.1261 

Smoking status       
No 41.66 (15.52) 37.55 (11.79) -0.25 (33.07) 18.43 (4.00) 3.96 (1.58) 8.20 (1.47) 
Yes 36.68 (14.85) 35.17 (11.49) -12.24 (34.27) 17.12 (4.05) 3.87 (1.75) 7.80 (1.47) 
F 7.82 2.20 14.01 9.59 0.27 3.65 
p-value 0.0052 0.1387 0.0002 0.0020 0.6047 0.0561 
p-for-trend n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

Physical activity       
Low 39.17 (15.24) 35.84 (11.17) -5.14 (32.67) 17.90 (4.06) 3.79 (1.53) 8.01 (1.53) 
Moderate 41.38 (15.78) 37.36 (12.44) -2.57 (34.41) 18.31 (4.03) 4.02 (1.69) 8.14 (1.45) 
High 39.01 (15.71) 35.75 (11.70) -1.59 (33.16) 17.61 (4.19) 3.82 (1.65) 7.93 (1.47) 
F 3.01 2.74 0.51 2.59 2.71 2.95 
p-value 0.0498 0.0328 0.5985 0.0750 0.0671 0.0524 
p-for-trend 0.0388 0.1345 0.0011 0.0692 0.1958 0.8481 
Note. a = Income per consumption unit. p-value = P referred to ANCOVA; p-for-trend = P referred to 437 

Jonckheere–Terpstra test for trend ordered predictors. n/a = not applicable. 438 

 439 

3.4.2. Convergent validity: Correlation with nutritional measures 440 

The average PANDiet score was 64.83 (SD = 5.44). Correlations were the lowest (ρ < 0.20) 441 

for the HSDI and ELDS binary indices and ranged from 0.22 to 0.34 among other indices. 442 

Moreover, significant positive correlations were found between the adequacy sub-score 443 

(Mean = 63.42; SD = 12.10) and the WISH, PHDI, ELD-I, and ELI indices, with ρ ranging 444 

from 0.07 to 0.17. Regarding the moderation sub-score (Mean = 66.23; SD = 10.04), all the 445 

indices were positively related (ρ between 0.06 and 0.21) with PHDI and ELD-I having the 446 

lowest correlation values. 447 

When analysing the adequacy at nutrient level, the results behaved differently according to 448 

the scoring system used. In general, the HSDI and ELDS indices (both based on a binary 449 

scoring) correlated inversely with several nutrients: protein, DHA, EPA+DHA, riboflavin, 450 

niacin, pantothenic acid, vitamin B-6, vitamin B-12, vitamin D, iodine, phosphorus, zinc, 451 

calcium, and iron. Conversely, the WISH, PHDI and ELD-I indices, which use a quantitative 452 

scoring, were positively correlated with the adequacy of most nutrients, including: 453 

polyunsaturated fatty acids, vitamins (e.g., A, thiamine, B-6, and E), minerals (e.g., 454 
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manganese, magnesium, copper, and selenium). However, certain negative associations were 455 

found between these three indices. In this sense, the ELD-I correlated inversely with linoleic 456 

acid, vitamin B12, phosphorus, carbohydrates, and sodium, while the WISH and PHDI 457 

correlated inversely with niacin and total fat, respectively. As for the ELI, this index based on 458 

semi-quantitative scores shared traits with both quantitative and binary ones. While it showed 459 

positive associations with several indicators such as polyunsaturated fatty acids and vitamins 460 

D and E, it was negatively related to others such as protein, B-complex vitamins, phosphorus, 461 

calcium, and iron.  The likelihoods of adequacy of fibre, thiamine, folate, vitamin C, and 462 

manganese were positively related to all six indices. Likewise, the likelihood of zinc adequacy 463 

correlated inversely with all of them. More details of the correlations are shown in Fig 4. 464 

Furthermore, the indices showed significant correlations with other nutritional quality scores. 465 

The six indices were positively associated with the GDQS (correlation coefficients between 466 

0.19 and 0.52) and cDQI total scores (correlation coefficients between 0.32 and 0.69). In 467 

addition, the WISH, PHDI, and ELD-I indices were related to an antioxidant and anti-468 

inflammatory diet. As such, these indices showed positive and weak correlations with CDAI 469 

(correlation coefficients between 0.19 and 0.25) and negative very weak correlations with DII 470 

(correlation coefficients between -0.12 and -0.17). Conversely, negligible or null correlations 471 

were found between the indices based on binary scoring and DII and CDAI. 472 

Fig 4. Correlations between the nutritional variables and the EAT-Lancet-Based Indices 473 

in the French Third Individual and National Study on Food Consumption Survey 474 

(INCA3, n = 1,723). Heat map plotting Spearman’s correlation coefficients (ρ): red indicates 475 

positive correlations, white indicates no correlations, and blue indicates negative correlations. 476 

PANDiet = Probability of Nutritional Adequacy. *p < 0.05, **p < 0.001, ***p < 0.0001. 477 

3.4.3. Convergent validity: Correlation with environmental impact indicators 478 
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Fig 5 shows a heat map for the correlation analysis between the indices and the aggregated 479 

indicator PEF and 14 individual metrics. Overall, the indices were negatively correlated with 480 

the indicators (highest ρ = - 0.33), with the exception of water use and photochemical ozone 481 

formation, this latter only for WISH and ELI. However, it is important to mention that the 482 

highest correlations were found for ELD-I and ELI, while PHDI was the index that showed 483 

the weakest (ρ<-0.10) and least significant coefficients. 484 

Fig 5. Correlations between the Environmental Impact and the EAT-Lancet-Based 485 

Indices in the French Third Individual and National Study on Food Consumption 486 

Survey (INCA3, n = 1,723). Heat map plotting Spearman correlation coefficients (ρ): red 487 

indicates positive correlations, white indicates no correlations, and blue indicates negative 488 

correlations. The Product Environmental Footprint is an aggregated indicator of the 14 489 

environmental metrics. *p < 0.05, **p < 0.001, ***p < 0.0001. 490 

3.5. Trends across level of adherence 491 

The probability of nutritional adequacy was compared across quintiles/quartiles to identify 492 

trends. Regarding the PANDiet score, all indices exhibited significant differences between 493 

quantiles, with the indices using a quantitative scoring system showing the best performances 494 

(Fig. 6). However, the WISH and ELI indices revealed moderate effects on the PANDiet 495 

index (η2 = 0.121 and 0.083, respectively), whereas the effects of PHDI and ELD-I were 496 

small in magnitude (η2 = 0.059 and 0.053, respectively). Differences were also found when 497 

analyzing particular trends at the level of the PANDiet score components (Supplementary 498 

Material, Tables S18-S23). In this regard, the WISH index had its main effects on vitamin C, 499 

the moderation subscore and sugars, while the PHDI index had the least significant changes, 500 

with its main effect on fiber and vitamin C. As for ELD-I index, positive trends with moderate 501 

to large effect sizes were found for vitamin C, fiber, folate, and manganese. Additionally, 502 

significant differences were found, albeit of small magnitude, for polyunsaturated fatty acids 503 
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(ALA, DHA, and EPA+DHA), vitamins (A, riboflavin, niacin, pantothenic acid, B-6, D, and 504 

E), and minerals (iodine, magnesium, potassium, selenium, copper, and calcium). While 505 

protein, LA, vitamin B-12, zinc, iron, carbohydrates, and sodium components showed a 506 

negative trend across the ELD-I quintiles, all were of small magnitude, except for zinc, which 507 

had a moderate effect size, or even showed no significant trends, as was the case with iron and 508 

proteins. On the other hand, noteworthy are the moderate-sized positive trends of the ELI 509 

index with respect to DHA, EPA+DHA, vitamin C, and negative trends with respect to zinc. 510 

Regarding the HSDI and ELDS indices, significant differences and trends were infrequent and 511 

of small magnitude. 512 

Fig 6. Violin plots comparing the distribution of PANDiet scores between the highest (in 513 

red) and lowest quintile/quartile (in blue) of EAT-Lancet-Based Indices in the French 514 

Third Individual and National Study on Food Consumption Survey (INCA3, n = 1,723). 515 

P-values and effect sizes obtained by ANOVA comparisons. Jonckheere–Terpstra test for 516 

trend was used. The circles denote the mean values. 517 

As displayed in Fig 7, the greatest difference in PEF was found between the quintiles of ELD-518 

I (p < 0.0001), with a moderate effect size (η² = 0.081) and an inverse trend (p < 0.0001). 519 

Significant results were also found in the other indices, except for the PHDI index. Regarding 520 

the specific environmental metrics (Supplementary Material, Tables S24-S29), the ELD-I 521 

index also showed the strongest differences, displaying negative trends with a strong effect on 522 

freshwater eutrophication and moderate effects on GHGE, particulate matter emissions, 523 

acidification, and freshwater ecotoxicity. Furthermore, it demonstrated a negative relationship 524 

with the other environmental indicators, excepting water usage that was positive. Among the 525 

other indices, ELI stood out, exhibiting negative trends in GHGE, freshwater eutrophication, 526 

and freshwater ecotoxicity, with small effects on the other indicators. Additionally, while 527 

significant differences were found across quartiles of WISH (all of small magnitude), trends 528 
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were ruled out for Terrestrial eutrophication and Fossil resource. PHDI was the index least 529 

correlated with environmental indicators, as trends were ruled out for photochemical ozone 530 

formation, terrestrial eutrophication, freshwater ecotoxicity, and fossil resource. On the side 531 

of binary scoring indices, ELDS was associated with negative effects on a greater number of 532 

indicators than HSDI. Similar to ELD-I, ELDS showed negative trends with moderate effects 533 

for GHGE, particulate matter emissions, acidification, and freshwater eutrophication. 534 

Fig 7. Violin plots comparing the distribution of Product Environmental Footprint 535 

(PEF) between the highest (in red) and lowest quintile/quartile (in blue) of EAT-Lancet-536 

Based Indices in the French Third Individual and National Study on Food Consumption 537 

Survey (INCA3, n = 1,723). P-values and effect sizes obtained by ANOVA comparisons. 538 

Jonckheere–Terpstra test for trend was used. The circles denote the mean values. 539 

Finally, PANDiet/PEF ratio correlated significantly with WISH (ρ = 0.17, p < 0.0001), PHDI 540 

(ρ = 0.08, p = 0.0006), ELD-I (ρ = 0.31, p < 0.0001), ELI (ρ = 0.28, p < 0.0001), HSDI (ρ = 541 

0.16, p < 0.0001), ELDS (ρ = 0.26, p < 0.0001). Further, positive and significant trend was 542 

observed in the relationship between the PANDiet/PEF ratio across quintiles/quartiles, with 543 

moderate size effects for ELD-I (η² = 0.088, p-for-trend <0.0001), ELDS (η² = 0.089, p-for-544 

trend < 0.0001) and ELI (η² = 0.076, p-for-trend < 0.0001), and small effects for WISH (η² = 545 

0.040, p-for-trend < 0.0001) and HSDI (η² = 0.026, p-for-trend < 0.0001). However, no 546 

significant differences were found in this variable for the PHDI index. More details are 547 

available in Supplementary Material. 548 

4. Discussion 549 

This study is the first to comprehensively evaluate the validity and reliability of six dietary 550 

indices representing the EAT-Lancet reference diet, using a national representative sample. 551 

While some of these indices have been partially validated in prior research, this study offers a 552 
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comprehensive analysis of all indices on the same sample. Briefly, our findings indicate that 553 

the most reliable indices are those using quantitative scoring, especially those adjusted for 554 

energy intake (e.g., ELD-I), which robustly captured dietary variability, independently of 555 

energy intake. While the indices proved to be unidimensional and concurrently valid in 556 

differentiating scores based on sociodemographic factors, there was discordance in the 557 

classifications of individuals. In addition, the six indices demonstrated varied associations 558 

with nutrition and environmental impact, with significant weak correlations to nutritional 559 

adequacy and environmental impact but stronger correlations to diet quality. Notably, findings 560 

highlight that indices based on quantitative scoring were mainly associated with nutrition, 561 

while indices with binary scoring were more linked to environmental impact. Nonetheless, 562 

ELD-I was associated with both nutritional and environmental domains; however, WISH 563 

outperformed ELD-I concerning essential fatty acids. Furthermore, while all indices were 564 

associated with lower adequacy of certain nutrients, such as zinc, and higher water use, the 565 

magnitudes of these associations were relatively modest. 566 

Reliability was evaluated by focusing on internal consistency and relationships between food 567 

components scores [19]. ELD-I and WISH exhibited the best internal consistency, while 568 

ELDS showed lower λ coefficients. Although there is no fixed rule for determining when λ is 569 

high enough, the context and researcher's judgment are crucial, especially in nutrition, where 570 

lower coefficients are common due to the complexity of human diet [19,20,41]. Internal 571 

consistency is not strictly necessary, but knowing this property has implications for 572 

confidence in the indices [19]. 573 

Similar to previous reports, the impact of individual components on the total score varied 574 

significantly [12,17]. In this sense, fruits and vegetables demonstrated robust correlations, 575 

underscoring their importance in evaluating both health and sustainability. Conversely, whole 576 

grains and legumes exhibited weaker correlations, which could be due to the challenges 577 
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associated with meeting targets for less frequently consumed foods. Although all food 578 

components contribute, the indices currently assign them equal weights despite variations in 579 

their impact on health and the environment [42,43], suggesting a potential improvement by 580 

assigning different weights to better reflect their relative impact [44,45]. Also, indices using 581 

quantitative scoring captured more the interindividual variability, especially ELD-I, 582 

increasing the validity in assessing and comparing diets [46]. This was expected, as the ability 583 

to capture data variability depends on the type of measurement used. Unbounded continuous 584 

measures such as ELD-I allow detailed representation by covering a full range of values 585 

within an infinite spectrum. On the other hand, bounded continuous measures such as WISH 586 

and PHDI restrict variability to specific values within a finite set. In addition, measures based 587 

on binary indices (i.e., HSDI and ELDS), by classifying food compounds into only two 588 

categories, further limit the representation of variability. Consequently, the selection of metric 589 

type can markedly shape the comprehensiveness and precision of the analysis. Further, ELD-I 590 

and PHDI were not affected by the amount of energy consumed, unlike other indices that 591 

showed moderate inverse correlations with energy intake. This energy adjustment in ELD-I 592 

and PHDI [13,16] avoids biases associated with unbalanced calorie diets, where high energy 593 

intake may result in high scores [47]. 594 

Despite the theoretical expectation of significant correlations between indices assessing 595 

adherence to EAT-Lancet recommendations, our study found low concordance among 596 

indices. The limited concordance may be attributed to differences in index design, including 597 

components, thresholds, weighting, and scoring systems. These findings align with previous 598 

studies comparing indices for Mediterranean diet adherence [48,49], emphasizing the 599 

importance of considering methodological differences in interpreting similar results. 600 

In terms of structural validity, the unidimensionality of all indices was confirmed, with 601 

optimal fit, indicating plausible representations of the underlying relationships between food 602 
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components [50]. Moreover, ELD-I, PHDI and WISH explained the variability of the food 603 

components at 57%, 47% and 32% supporting their robust structural validity. 604 

Unidimensionality, regardless of whether the concept encompasses multiple domains or 605 

facets, is a key requirement for instruments that rely on a “total score”, such as the EAT-606 

Lancet indices. The unidimensionality found in the current study suggests that the food 607 

components within each index are associated with a single concept of a healthy and 608 

sustainable diet, thus supporting the use of a total score to simplify its comprehension and 609 

applicability [51,52]. However, it is recommended that the use of total scores be 610 

complemented by a detailed analysis of the food components. Furthermore, differences 611 

according to sociodemographics were found, supporting their concurrent criterion validity. 612 

Although some indices did not reach statistical significance, the general pattern indicated that 613 

scores were higher in women, older individuals, with higher income, higher education, lower 614 

BMI, no-smokers, and physically active. These differences among demographic groups are 615 

consistent with previous studies on EAT-Lancet recommendations [53-57]. 616 

Regarding convergent validity, the indices presented variations in their correlation with 617 

nutritional adequacy. The quantitative scoring indices, especially ELD-I and WISH, showed a 618 

positive, albeit weak, correlation with most PANDiet metrics (including, total PANDiet score, 619 

sub-scores and nutrient adequacies). This is similar to a previous study showing that, despite a 620 

reduction in animal food consumption, the highest ELD-I quintiles had an increase in 621 

PANDiet score [16]. In contrast, indices with binary or semi-quantitative scoring were 622 

negatively associated with nutritional adequacy for several nutrients, supporting the need to 623 

establish minimum intake values to improve the accuracy of nutritional index measurements 624 

[58,59]. Regardless of the scoring system, an inverse relationship was observed between the 625 

EAT-Lancet indices and the nutritional adequacy of zinc and vitamin B-12, corroborating 626 

previous findings [58,60]. Quantitative indices demonstrated greater validity by correlating 627 
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closely and more strongly with dietary quality indicators, such as the GDQS and cDQI (ρ < 628 

0.69). These associations were expected, given that the indices promote the intake of healthy 629 

animal and plant foods, sources of antioxidant and anti-inflammatory compounds [61-63]. 630 

Overall, the results of these analyses support the association of the indices with a healthy diet, 631 

promoting nutritional adequacy and the consumption of antioxidant and anti-inflammatory 632 

compounds, with potential health benefits. 633 

As for convergent validity related to environmental impact, stronger correlations were found 634 

for the ELD-I and ELI. Several studies support the positive impact of EAT-Lancet 635 

recommendations on the environment, such as significant reductions in GHGE and land use 636 

[15,64]. In addition, the food components that contribute most to the indices (e.g., fruits and 637 

vegetables) are consistent with results on the effect of their increased intake on environmental 638 

aspects [65,66]. However, it is important to note that while these dietary patterns may have 639 

environmental benefits, the trade-off, such as increased water use [67], must be considered at 640 

the national and/or subnational level, given the water stress in a large number of countries 641 

[26,68]. 642 

Discrepancies in mean values of dietary index compared to the original studies suggest 643 

different consumption patterns according to population and geographic location. For instance, 644 

the WISH index was lower in our study compared to the original [12], potentially reflecting 645 

variations in dietary habits between France and Vietnam. Furthermore, while the original 646 

study reported perfect scores for added sugars and saturated oils, in our context, fewer 647 

participants indicated not consuming these food components [12]. While Vietnam has 648 

undergone a nutritional transition in recent decades, characterized by an increase in sugar and 649 

fat consumption, there is still evidence of lower consumption of these foods compared to 650 

France (46.5 g/day vs. 92.84 g/day and 8 g/day vs. 16 g/day, respectively) [69-71]. Moreover, 651 

the high compliance with the fruit and vegetable recommendations in the Brazilian validation 652 
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study results in almost perfect scores for these groups [13], possibly because that study does 653 

not fully reflect the diet of the country. In a more recent evaluation, the authors applied the 654 

PHDI to a nationally representative survey from Brazil, finding that the mean scores in both 655 

groups are lower than those obtained in our study. This was expected, considering that fruit 656 

and vegetable consumption is higher in France than in Brazil (378 vs. 150 g/d, respectively) 657 

[72,73]. 658 

Regarding the ELD-I index, the pattern was similar to those of the study that developed the 659 

index, which was expected as samples are from the same geographical context [16]. In line 660 

with previous evidence, we observed a lack of variation in the unsaturated oils component, 661 

suggesting that the threshold based on the EAT-Lancet recommendations may not be 662 

appropriate for consumption levels in France [60]. These results indicate that the cut-off point 663 

established on the basis of the EAT-Lancet report exceeds the average consumption level 664 

observed in France (around 8 g/d) according to the ELD-I criteria (≤ 80 g/d) [71]. 665 

Regarding ELI index, we found a mean score similar to that of the Swedish study [16], 666 

although the food components with higher scores differed, possibly due to differences in 667 

consumption patterns between Sweden and France [74,75]. In this sense, the Swedish cohort 668 

used for the design of the ELI index reported a lower consumption of vegetables (< 200 g/d), 669 

and a higher consumption of potatoes (> 100 g/d) and fish (> 50 g/d) when compared to the 670 

INCA3 [71,72]  671 

These geographical divergences also were found for binary indices. For example, the average 672 

score in the HSDI was twice as high in the original study conducted in Mexico [11]. This is 673 

because a significant proportion of the participants met the recommendations for several food 674 

components, such as tubers, unsaturated fats, fish, saturated fats, and beef, which aligns with 675 

Mexican dietary patterns [76]. Similarly, in the case of the ELDS index, differences were 676 

observed in the high compliance groups in the original UK sample compared to our sample in 677 
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France [10]. It should be noted that in the original studies there was no variability in the 678 

scores of the unsaturated fats in the HSDI and the dry beans, lentils and peas in the ELDS, 679 

which was not replicated in our sample. 680 

Overall, the differences in scores between the studies reflect variations in dietary consumption 681 

patterns in different regions and populations, emphasizing the importance of considering the 682 

context and specific characteristics when interpreting the dietary indices [77]. However, these 683 

findings confirm the sensitivity of the indices in capturing dietary cultural variability. 684 

Likewise, discrepancies in dietary intake could stem from variances in the intrinsic features of 685 

the study designs, such as the method employed for nutritional assessment (i.e., 24-hour 686 

dietary recall, food frequency questionnaires, or food diaries) and the number of days covered 687 

(i.e., single or repeated measure). 688 

These findings should be interpreted within the context of some limitations. First, the cross-689 

sectional design hinders the estimation of predictive validity and the assessment of the 690 

association with health outcomes beyond anthropometry was not possible due the absence of 691 

these data in the INCA3 survey. Future studies are encouraged to analyze the link with non-692 

communicable diseases to strengthen validity research. Second, the manual disaggregation of 693 

complex dishes may introduce errors, so a continuous effort in the construction of 694 

composition tables and standardized recipes is necessary to accurately estimate the population 695 

intake in France. Nevertheless, it is crucial to acknowledge inherent limitations in the EAT-696 

Lancet recommendations that may result in methodological inconsistencies. In this sense, the 697 

imprecision and lack of clarity regarding specific food groups within the EAT-Lancet diet can 698 

present challenges in its operationalization, especially in estimating the quantities of fats and 699 

added sugars, fostering uncertainty and personal interpretation [78,79]. Also, it would be 700 

useful to clearly define and standardize the quantification method for certain food 701 

components, such as whole grains or legumes, specifying whether intake should be reported 702 
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in grams of cooked or dry weight. This would improve comparisons and prevent 703 

discrepancies arising from user interpretation. In this study, results are presented using grams 704 

of food intake; however, we confirmed that findings remain consistent when utilizing grams 705 

of dry weight, as expected due to the low intake of these food groups (unpublished data). 706 

Third, acknowledging limitations in the Agribalyse v.3.1.1 database is crucial, including the 707 

absence of soil carbon measurement in GHGE, information on biodiversity, phytosanitary 708 

product impact, and waste [80]. Additionally, incomplete water use inventory data highlights 709 

the need for considering spatial and temporal variability [81]. This demonstrates the 710 

continuing need for more comprehensive databases, incorporating various estimates related to 711 

food production methods, for accurate assessments of dietary sustainability in future research. 712 

As the results of the present study suggest, the measurement performance of indices assessing 713 

the adherence to the planetary health diet proposed by the EAT-Lancet commission may vary, 714 

potentially impacting the reliability and validity of these indices. Therefore, it is essential to 715 

establish clear criteria for the contribution of each food component in the indices, including 716 

the number of components, scoring criteria, the use of adequate cutoff points, energy 717 

adjustment, and component weighting, aiming to enhance coherence among existing indices. 718 

To achieve this, we recommend following the framework provided by Waijers et al. [43] 719 

regarding key considerations in constructing a dietary index: 1) it needs to have a clear 720 

objective, 2) a rationale for the choice of index components, 3) clear information on assigning 721 

foods to food groups, 4) include an exact quantification of the index components against cut-722 

off values, 5) energy adjustment (or not), and 6) information on the relative contribution of 723 

individual components to the total score. 724 

Furthermore, we also consider essential that, with the launch of the EAT-Lancet diet 2.0 in 725 

2024, a consensus should be reached on how to measure adherence to its recommendations. 726 

This will help to avoid an "overdevelopment" of indices, similar to what has happened with 727 
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the dietary indices assessing the adherence to the Mediterranean diet [48,82]. An excessive 728 

proliferation of indices may cause challenges in terms of consistency and comparability 729 

between studies, making it difficult to identify a common standard for assessing adherence to 730 

the EAT-Lancet diet and further complicate the interpretation of research results and the 731 

implementation of these recommendations. 732 

5. Conclusion 733 

The different approaches to assess adherence to a sustainable and healthy diet are 734 

complementary, and the superiority of one method over another cannot be asserted. Thus, it is 735 

crucial to carefully address methodological issues to better understand the utility and 736 

applicability of these indices, including the precise clarification of objectives and 737 

assumptions, as well as a detailed description of score composition. In this regard, while 738 

indices like the ELD-I tend to reflect the healthiness and sustainability of the diet, others may 739 

be more valid for examining one of these two domains. For example, WISH is particularly 740 

effective as an indicator of diet adequacy. The choice of an index will depend on the specific 741 

needs of researchers. In practical terms, quantitative scoring indices are valuable tools in 742 

studies where precision and granularity are important such as clinical trials or epidemiological 743 

studies. Despite the associated cost of reduced variability and loss of statistical power, binary 744 

scoring indices find utility in surveys, observational studies, and public health interventions. 745 

Therefore, understanding the advantages and disadvantages of each index is relevant for 746 

interpreting the results of such investigations. 747 

Given the ongoing development of new indices for assessing adherence to the EAT-Lancet 748 

recommendations, it is essential to conduct comprehensive assessment of the measures in 749 

terms of reproducibility, validity, and comparisons between different methodologies. This 750 

becomes even more crucial with the forthcoming publication of version 2.0 of the EAT-751 
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Lancet report in 2024, which is expected to address the main concerns identified in recent 752 

years.  753 
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